


NOTE 

Subject: EPA Comments on “Draft Coal Combustion Residue Impoundment: Round 12 – 
Dam Assessment Report – City of Ames Power Plant” 

 
To:  File 

Date:  October 25, 2012 

1. It may be advantageous to clarify the names of the units early in the draft report, as “Fly 
Ash Pond,” “Lime Cell,” and “Lime and Ash Pond” are used interchangeably. The names 
of the units are not clarified until Section 2.1. 

2. On page 2‐1, section 2.1 “Location and General Description,” it may be advantageous to include 

the description of the presence or lack of hydraulic connection between the two cells in the 

dual‐use diked impoundment. It is not evident from the text that there is a hydraulic connection, 

e.g., culvert, decant structure, between the two units through the engineered divider dike. 

3. On page 2‐6, first line (section 2.5.1), replace “USACOE” with “USACE.” 

4. On page 2‐6, section 2.5.2 “Outlet Structures,” it may be advantageous to detail the “Clear 

Water Pond.” From the report, it appears that the “Clear Water Pond” is located downstream of 

the Fly Ash Pond but located within the diked impoundment (See Section 5.3.2). If this is true, it 

may be advantageous to clarify in the original description of the impoundment (Section 2.1 – 

“The impoundment is divided into two approximately equal cells…”). Additionally, it would be 

advantageous to define the Clear Water Pond in Figure 2.1b, as the figure currently only 

identifies the Lime Pond and Fly Ash Pond. If the Clear Water Pond is outside of the 

embankment for the Lime Pond/Fly Ash Pond, an explanation as to why it was outside the scope 

of the assessment will be necessary as it is hydraulically connected downstream to the Fly Ash 

Pond and may receive CCRs. 

5. On page 4-1, Section 4.1.1 “Original Construction,” it may be advantageous to address 
the construction history and material of the separator dike if known, as the divider dike is 
integral to the overall structural integrity of the CCR management unit. If no known 
construction information is known, e.g., construction material, it should be stated as such. 

6. On page 5‐1, section 5.2 is titled “BOTTOM ASH DISPOSAL AREA 2.” Please retitle appropriately 

to the unit that is being assessed at AMES. 

7. In Section 6.3 “Assessment of Hydrologic/Hydraulic Safety,” it may be advantageous to 
explain that the freeboard is expected to be adequate based on Dewberry’s simple 
hydrologic calculations given the design storm.  

8. On page 7-1, section 7.1.2, the report identifies 25 borings drilled in 1980.  Please 
indicate, whether or not the footprint has changed, and if it has not changed, whether or 
not these borings could be used for stability analyses. 

9. On page 7‐2, section 7.1.5, the contractor notes the susceptibility of liquefaction due to “the 
limited data available, the loose silty fine sands at the subgrade elevation of the 
impoundment…”  This potential risk should be included in sections 7.3 and 1.1.1.  In addition, it 
may be advantageous to include a recommendation for liquefaction potential analyses in 
section 1.2.2. 
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